I. Introduction. A recent study by Chase [1] was directed toward the stability of certain predictor-corrector methods. In particular, he studied an iterated Milne, a predictor-corrector Milne, an iterated Hamming, and a predictor-corrector Hamming.
H. Methods Considered. Method A (Feldstein-Stetter)
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The root locus is shown in Figure 1 . Note that -1 is a root when Ä = -tV The root locus is shown in Figure 3 Method E (Adams-Moulton with second correction with estimated local truncation error removed)
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The root locus is shown in Figure 5 (after eliminating a factor of p2).
Method F
A variation of Method E skips the attempt to remove the local truncation error in the predictor formula. The characteristic determinant is obtained from the one above by adding the second column to the first column and then removing the second row and column to form a fifth-order determinant. The root locus is shown in Figure 6 .
Note that the variation improves the stability.
m. Error Curves. The differential equation is y' = -lOOy + 100 with j/(0) = 0, which has the solution y = 1 -e-1001. This makes h = -100A.
In Figure 7 is the error curve for Method A (Feldstein-Stetter) with Â = -.3. At x = .078, the error is -.0229206. At x = .108, ten steps later, the error is Similar checks have been made for Methods B, C, E, and F. Methods E and F were found to be substantially more accurate in the stable range, as would be expected from their higher order.
IV. Conclusions. Method A has a very small stability range for negative h and therefore should be used with caution.
The extra application of the corrector in C gives poorer stability than B and could be harmful if it caused instability.
Method F has better stability than Method E, and appears to have no disadvantages in comparison to Method E. It is also simpler than E.
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